People with disabilities have a history of social exclusion. The rise of Internet-based platforms for some services threatens to perpetuate and possibly increase their exclusion, both because people with disabilities are less likely to have Internet access, and because many of the newly-available services are not fully accessible and may create more opportunities for the practice of both intentional and unintentional discrimination. It remains unclear whether companies such as Uber, Lyft, and Airbnb are covered by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and the expansion of such services potentially creates a new realm of unregulated activity that blurs the boundaries between public and private space and may undermine the principle of equal access to goods and services.
• Hosts were less likely to preapprove, and more likely to reject outright, the requests from travelers with disabilities than requests from travelers without disabilities. The preapproval rate was 75% for travelers without disabilities, compared to 61% for travelers with dwarfism, 50% for travelers with blindness, 43% for travelers with cerebral palsy, and 25% for travelers with spinal cord injury.
• The host responses did not vary significantly by whether the response was made before or after Airbnb required all users to agree to a new non-discrimination policy on September 8, 2016.
• The disability gaps in preapprovals for travelers with cerebral palsy or spinal cord injury appear to be smaller but not eliminated among listings advertised as "wheelchair accessible," although the power of the comparisons is limited by the small number of hosts in this group.
The findings raise questions about the reach of the ADA, which applies to hotels and some Airbnb hosts but not to lodgings that are owner-occupied with fewer than 6 units available for rent. While many Airbnb hosts expressed great sympathy and willingness to consider accommodating guests with disabilities, the overall results indicate that this new institutional form creates substantial challenges in ensuring equal access for people with disabilities.
INTRODUCTION
People with disabilities have experienced an extended history of marginalization and social exclusion. The United States sought to address this with the passage of the 1990
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), which was modeled on the 1964 Civil Rights Act (CRA) that prohibits discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. In addition to prohibiting discriminatory behavior based on disability, the ADA's Title III provision further requires that an institution open to the public "make reasonable modifications in policies, practices, and procedures to accommodate individuals with disabilities" unless this would "'fundamentally alter' the goods, services, or operation of the public accommodation."
1 The ADA has expanded access to traditional public accommodations such as stores, hotels, museums, schools, sports venues, restaurants, and public transportation.
New technological and economic developments, however, pose challenges to equal access. The growth of the "sharing economy" provides greater opportunities for individuals to exchange goods, assets, and services on Internet-based platforms like those of Uber, Lyft, TaskRabbit, and Airbnb. These platforms are founded on social networks in which individuals and communities collaborate and exchange with one another via intermediaries. The once relatively passive consumer who often participated in the one-directional industrial and service economy (e.g., business-to-customer) is consequently becoming more collaborative in arranging the production and consumption of assets that are privately owned (Botsman and Rogers 2010) .
The platform economy empowers individuals to think differently about the operation of private assets (e.g., sharing a home, space, and vehicle), and thus has increased income opportunities for many people.
environment, such as buildings with steps that do not accommodate people in wheelchairs (Schur, Kruse, & Blanck, 2013) . According to the social model of disability, such inaccessibility can be a form of discrimination that limits people with disabilities from participating in public life, even if there is no personal prejudice at play. The ADA addresses the issue of environmental inaccessibility by requiring that new construction or renovations of public accommodations meet accessibility standards, and that existing buildings make readily achievable modifications to promote more universal design.
This study builds on recent scholarship that examined racial discrimination among
Airbnb hosts. Here, we implemented a similar field experiment to determine host responses to lodging requests from people with disabilities. Airbnb describes itself as a peer-to-peer online marketplace that enables its users to list or rent short-term lodging. 3 The success of Airbnb
shows that it provides a desirable service for many travelers, and is a source of income for hosts.
It raises a troubling question, however, of whether there is equal access for travelers with disabilities, and it is uncertain if the ADA technically applies to Airbnb. 4 While some Airbnb hosts may be public accommodations in the traditional sense, the ADA explicitly excludes places of lodging that are (a) located within a facility containing not more than five rooms for rent, and This study examines responses by Airbnb hosts to lodging inquiries from travelers with disabilities, shedding light on the difficulties faced in accessing the unregulated sharing economy. The primary goals of this study are to examine: (1) the disparities in access to Airbnb hosts faced by travelers with four common disabilities-blindness, cerebral palsy, dwarfism, and spinal cord injury; (2) host comments in response to requests from travelers with disabilities; (3) whether disparities in access by disability status were affected by Airbnb's announcement of its non-discrimination policy on September 8, 2016; (4) whether disparities in access by disability status exist among hosts who advertise their lodging as "wheelchair accessible"; (5) whether disparities by disability status are greater for shared units than for entire units, which would suggest host discomfort or bias in directly interacting with guests with disabilities in shared units; and (6) whether disparities in access by disability status exist amongst hosts who are likely to be covered under the ADA.
In the next section, we review models of disability discrimination, followed by a description of the research setting, method, results, and conclusion.
MODELS OF DISCRIMINATION
The "taste-based" model of discrimination focuses on prejudice or bias that leads individuals to avoid interacting with members of stigmatized groups (Becker 1957) . Many studies have shown that people with disabilities continue to face stigma (Nowicki and Sandiesen, 2002; Yuker 1988; Scior 2011; Muzzatti 2008; Westerholm et al. 2006a Westerholm et al. , 2006b Thompson et al. 2011 ). In the context of lodging, Airbnb hosts may exhibit personal prejudices against travelers with disabilities by refusing them altogether, possibly hiding behind claims that they are already booked or the home cannot accommodate people with a specific impairment.
According to the statistical discrimination model, hosts may not be personally uncomfortable with individuals with disabilities, but have imperfect information on individuals and base their decisions on perceptions of people with disabilities in general (Arrow 1973 , Phelps 1972 . Hosts may, for example, perceive that travelers with disabilities will be generally more troublesome or create extra costs or burdens.
A third type of discrimination is identified by the "social model" of disability that focuses not on direct prejudice or perceptions of people with disabilities, but on a deeper indirect form of discrimination in the construction of inaccessible physical environments. According to the social model, the physical environment "disables" people with impairments regardless of individual attitudes: "it is society which disables physically impaired people" (Barnes and Mercer, 2010: 31) . Society is responsible for constructing disabilities by creating social and physical environments that segregate and stigmatize individuals who have impairments.
Regarding lodging, most houses and apartments have been constructed on the assumption that people are able-bodied. A contrasting approach is based on the principles of universal design that are used in constructing housing and other buildings to accommodate a wide range of human variation and abilities.
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The various forms of discrimination and exclusion faced by people with disabilities in the social and physical environment have fueled the disability rights movement (Shapiro 1994 , Barnartt and Scotch 2001 , Schur et al. 2013 . This movement has brought about the adoption of 7 https://www.ncsu.edu/www/ncsu/design/sod5/cud/.
the ADA in the U.S., anti-discrimination legislation in many other countries, and adoption of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities which has 160 signatories.
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The rise of new Internet-based platforms enables many service providers to intentionally or unintentionally avoid coverage by these laws. The ADA and other anti-discrimination laws make clear distinctions between public space (subject to the laws) and private dwellings (outside the scope of the laws). The sharing economy, however, blurs the distinction between public and private space, by commodifying transactions that take place in what is traditionally considered private space. This creates a gray area that may reflect a return to the time before modern civil rights laws, and the enlargement of space for exhibiting discriminatory behavior in commercial transactions.
RESEARCH SETTING
The focus of this study is Airbnb, an Internet-based platform that facilitates short-term lodging rentals by travelers. According to Airbnb, its hospitality platform offers an easy way for
people to "monetize their extra space and showcase it to an audience of millions." 9 On Airbnb's online marketplace, hosts list available space for rent, including details on pricing and amenities.
Travelers search and browse options for a property in the city where they wish to stay. Travelers choose their preferred listing, and hosts can approve or reject the booking. Once travelers fulfill their stay, hosts and travelers can then rate one another based on the overall lodging experience.
Airbnb charges a 10% commission from hosts on every booking done through the platform, and charges travelers 3% of the booking amount for every confirmed booking.
discrimination by Airbnb hosts, who were more likely to approve guests with white-sounding names than those with black-sounding names (Edelman, Luca, and Svirsky forthcoming).
Following controversy engendered by that study, Airbnb announced a new non-discrimination policy on September 8 th , 2016, requiring all users to "affirmatively certify" that they will "treat all fellow members of this community, regardless of race, religion, national origin, disability, sex, gender identity, sexual orientation or age, with respect, and without judgment or bias."
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The new policy "will apply to everyone who uses Airbnb as of September 8, 2016." 11 Among the requirements with respect to disability, the policy says that Airbnb hosts may not "decline a guest based on any actual or perceived disability," and adopts the ADA language of "reasonable accommodations" in saying that hosts may not:
Refuse to provide reasonable accommodations, including flexibility when guests with disabilities request modest changes in your house rules, such as bringing an assistance animal that is necessary because of the disability, or using an available parking space near the unit. When a guest requests such an accommodation, the host and the guest should engage in a dialogue to explore mutually agreeable ways to ensure the unit meets the guest's needs.
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Starting on September 8, all Airbnb users must indicate agreement with the nondiscrimination policy before they can proceed. Since our data collection began on June 1 and ended on November 15, this policy was implemented in the middle of our study, allowing us to do pre/post comparisons to see if there is any detectable effect on host responses in the first 9 weeks of the policy. 14 In this study, fictitious Airbnb guest profiles were crafted to represent male adults who live with (1) blindness, (2) dwarfism, (3) cerebral palsy, (4) spinal cord injury, or (5) no disability. These common disabilities were chosen because each of them may require accommodations, and the inquiries mentioned the possible need for accommodations (see Appendix). We would have liked to include a disability for which no accommodation would be needed, but there would have been no plausible reason for a guest to reveal a disability in that case. These profiles were used to inquire about the availability of 3,847 listings across the United States. Stock images of male portraits were licensed to portray our travelers with and without disabilities. 15 All portraits were of white males who are about 30 years old. Email addresses and telephone numbers were also assigned to the user accounts for added verification.
Twenty-five user accounts were created with five accounts for each disability type. One 13 While Airbnb stated that the nondiscrimination policy would become effective on November 1, the actual effective date appears to be September 8, since starting on that date all users have to click a box indicating agreement with a statement that includes "I also agree to follow Airbnb's Nondiscrimination Policy and help our community build a world where people of all backgrounds feel included and respected." The words "Nondiscrimination Policy" provide a link to the new policy. 14 The research methods were approved under IRB Protocol #E16-632. 15 Male names that originate from BabyCenter's "Top 100 Baby Names of 1990" were used to craft the user profiles on Airbnb: http://www.babycenter.com/top-baby-names-2015.
accounts were clustered into five groups, and the groups were assigned to regions across the 48 continental states. Each group inquired about lodging only within the region assigned to them, and alternated inquiries from state to state every week. 17 The listings were chosen randomly each day within the state, with cross referencing to ensure only one contact per host for those with multiple listings.
Using Airbnb's built-in messenger service, brief texts were submitted to hosts of various properties whose listings were available for a time of stay eight weeks in the future. 18 The hypothetical travelers (1) introduce themselves, (2) comment on the attractiveness of the home, (3) inquire if the listing is available for the desired weekend of stay, and (4) describe the disability and possible need for accommodation. 19 The texts of the requests are provided in the Appendix.
Upon receiving a positive response from the host, the hypothetical travelers replied by indicating that they appreciated the offer, had a change in their travel arrangements, and would consequently not visit the area. Responses were designed to reduce the probability that hosts would reserve the listing for one of the hypothetical travelers, and to avoid host suspicions that could have led to study exposure. Host responses were recorded over a period of one week. In addition to coding expressions of interest or disinterest, the study also recorded host inquiries about accessibility and expressions of openness to accommodations. The study team also recorded the city and state in which properties are located; whether the host is listing an "entire place", "private room" (where travelers share the space, but have their own private room for resting), or "shared room" (where travelers do not have a room to themselves); the daily rate for lodging; whether the listing amenities indicate that it is "wheelchair accessible"; the number of bedrooms and bathrooms; host gender; and the number of listings posted from the host on Airbnb for the weekend in question.
As noted, on September 8, 2016 Airbnb announced its new policy on nondiscrimination, which requires hosts and guests to agree that they will demonstrate respect and be inclusive toward all travelers. 20 If users disagree to comply with the policy, they are prohibited to host or travel using Airbnb. To determine if Airbnb's nondiscrimination policy has affected disparities in access by disability status, the research team measured any change in host interest and their openness to making accommodations starting on September 8 when the policy was announced.
In the analysis, we first provide simple tabulations of results by disability type, with chisquared tests for significant differences between each disability type and the "no disability"
category. To more fully control for any variation not captured by randomization, we present multinomial probit regressions that predict whether the host response was 1) preapproval, 2) no preapproval but inquiries from the host, or 3) rejection or no response. 21 The results of the multinomial probits are transformed into average marginal effects, reflecting the average difference in the likelihood of a particular response between a visitor with a specific disability and a visitor without a disability. In the regressions we include controls for: unit type, host gender, entire versus shared unit, number of bedrooms, natural logarithms of number of listings and the daily rate, region of country, weekend of request, whether the listing is advertised as "wheelchair accessible," and whether the request was made after the September 8 policy announcement. To explore the possible differential effects of disability under different conditions, we also test interactions of type of disability with: whether the listing is advertised as "wheelchair accessible"; type of lodging and entire versus shared unit; whether the request was made after the policy announcement; and whether the host had 6 or more listings.
RESULTS
Hosts were less likely to preapprove the requests from travelers with disabilities. As shown in Table 1 and illustrated in Figure 1 , the preapproval rate was 74.5% for travelers without disabilities, compared to 60.9% for those with dwarfism, 49.7% for those with blindness, 43.4% for those with cerebral palsy, and 24.8% for those with spinal cord injury. All the differences between the non-disability group and the disability types are statistically significant at the 99.9% level. Part of the difference in preapprovals is accounted for by hosts who did not preapprove but had inquiries for the travelers, ranging from 15.9% to 19.0% of the host responses depending on the type of disability. However, the overall rate of rejections or no response was still significantly higher for three of the disability categories compared to the travelers without disabilities. Compared to a rejection rate of 16.8% for travelers without disabilities, the rejection rate for travelers with disabilities was over twice as high for travelers with blindness (34.4%), cerebral palsy (40.7%), and spinal cord injury (59.8%), with a smaller increase for travelers with dwarfism (20.1%) that is not statistically significant at the 95% level.
The randomization of the experimental design automatically controls for many other observed and unobserved factors that can influence the results. Nonetheless we probe the results by controlling for other observed host and listing characteristics in multinomial probit regressions, with results reported in Table 2 and descriptive statistics in Appendix Table 1 . The results in Table 2 are very similar to those in Table 1 , showing significantly lower rates of preapproval for the travelers with disabilities (column 4) along with higher rates of inquiries (column 5), and the rejection rate is higher for each disability type except for those with dwarfism (column 6). and one-half responded they could not accommodate the traveler with spinal cord injury (49.0%), compared to only 4.4% for those with blindness and 2.3% for those with dwarfism (row 7). Some of the hosts expressed concern about accessibility by either asking how they could make their place accessible (row 4), or referring the traveler to another Airbnb house that would be accessible (row 8).
Host comments
Only a few host comments were rude or insensitive, such as various comments to the traveler with blindness who uses a guide dog:
"Does the dog drive?" "Um. That's a new one. How do you drive?" "How could you see my listing if you are blind?" Some hosts rejected travelers with little explanation (e.g., "I don't think my house will work for your needs"), while many described physical accessibility problems. Some examples from hosts were:
"Our place has a very narrow and circular stairway, so it would be too difficult for you" (responding to traveler with cerebral palsy) "Unfortunately our home was designed for my 6'4 grandpa and I'm afraid many of our amenities are positioned higher up" (responding to traveler with dwarfism)
"Honestly I would have to check with our insurance company regarding whether we are covered to host guests with disabilities" (responding to traveler with cerebral palsy)
"Unfortunately we don't have a wheelchair ramp and every entrance has 3 steps. Unless you have someone who is coming with you and could carry you up those 3 steps I don't think our place is the right fit for you" (responding to traveler with spinal cord injury)
The request from our traveler with blindness included the phrase "please understand that I am blind and use a guide dog." The new Airbnb antidiscrimination policy explicitly addresses the question of assistance animals by saying that hosts may not "Refuse to provide reasonable accommodations, including flexibility when travelers with disabilities request modest changes in your house rules, such as bringing an assistance animal that is necessary because of the disability." 22 Nonetheless a number of hosts rejected requests from travelers with blindness due to concerns about the guide dog. Examples of host comments from after the policy was announced include:
"Sorry I can't have pets up there everything is new."
"Unfortunately I'm allergic to pet dander."
"We have a dog on the property which would be a problem." guests with disabilities." 23 Several hosts nonetheless said they would charge an extra fee for the traveler with blindness, as shown in these examples after the policy was announced:
"I do not normally allow animals but if you are willing to pay an additional 100 dollars for animal cleaning I would be ok with it."
"There is a non-refundable pet fee of $25 (cash preferred) due upon check in... One of the house rules is to clean up after your pets using the available dog doodoo bags. If we have to clean the yard of dog messes, an additional fee will be applied. Will someone be with you to assist you with that?"
"Per Texas state law we are required to clean the carpets and deflea after an animal stays with us. The deflea is $90 and the carpet clean is $50, so we would need to collect $140 in pet fees at check in to cover those costs. It's regrettable that we have to charge this fee, but we have to stay in compliance with the law."
In contrast to the above negative examples, many hosts expressed the desire to accommodate and welcome the traveler, and several mentioned friends or family members with disabilities:
"Interestingly, our son has spastic diplegia and has limited mobility and he stays in the suite when he visits. In fact, one of the reasons we bought this house was because we knew he could visit and stay on the first floor! We would be happy to have you stay in the suite" (responding to traveler with cerebral palsy).
"I raised a dwarf and thus understand your needs and will make sure things are easily reachable!" (responding to traveler with dwarfism).
"I can carry you and your chair up the stairs and/or have a friend who lives close by come and help. I really would like you to stay so we'll make this happen" (responding to traveler with spinal cord injury).
"We do have 2 steps up to our front porch-but we'd be happy to assist you" (responding to traveler with spinal cord injury).
"I'd be happy to assist you in any way to get up to the room and back down again but it is on the 2 nd floor" (responding to traveler with cerebral palsy).
"We would of course provide any reasonable accommodations to ensure that your stay is pleasant" (responding to traveler with dwarfism).
"We would be glad to modify anything as needed" (responding to traveler with dwarfism).
"You would be my first blind guest. Is there anything that I would need to do to make the apartment more accessible?" (responding to traveler with blindness).
"Dwarfism or coolism, it's all the same to us. Book it. Can't wait to meet you."
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Advertised as "wheelchair accessible"
Airbnb hosts have the option of marking their lodging as "wheelchair accessible." Of the listings that we contacted, 252 or 6.6% were marked as wheelchair accessible. These hosts were (not surprisingly) more likely than other hosts to preapprove travelers with cerebral palsy or spinal cord injury (Table 4 , row 7), which are disabilities that often require wheelchair use.
While the preapproval rates for travelers with these two disabilities remained lower than for travelers without disabilities in the "wheelchair accessible" group (row 1), the difference in preapprovals is not statistically significant for travelers with cerebral palsy, and is only weakly significant (at the 90% level) for travelers with spinal cord injury, after controlling for other factors in the multinomial probit in Table 5 . Therefore it appears that "wheelchair accessible"
hosts remain less likely to preapprove travelers with these two disabilities than to approve travelers without disabilities, but the small sample of these hosts limits the statistical power of these comparisons.
Both tables show high rates of inquiries for travelers with spinal cord injury from hosts in the "wheelchair accessible" group, which may reflect the proper approach of beginning a more detailed conversation about how to meet traveler needs (as promoted by the ADA and the new Airbnb antidiscrimination policy), but may also reflect a lack of common standards in how "wheelchair accessible" is defined among Airbnb hosts (such as the ADA regulations provide).
Pre/post comparison on new policy announcement
Airbnb announced a new nondiscrimination policy on September 8. This policy change was not anticipated at the time the data collection for this study began on June 1, but here we take advantage of it to see if there is any detectable change in host responses following the announcement and implementation of a requirement for all users to agree to the new policy starting on September 8. There were 2,392 requests made before September 8, and 1,427
requests made between September 8 and the end of the data collection on November 15. Table 6 provides tabulations of the host responses before and after the announcement.
There were no significant changes in the three basic responses for any of the disability types.
Similarly, Table 7 shows no significant changes in estimated effects of any disabilities after controlling for other factors in a multinomial probit.
Entire versus shared units, and type of lodging
Some lodging places require face-to-face interaction, such as a bedroom in a house where the guest would be sharing living space with the host. We compare listings classified as "entire places", where the guest would be the only occupant, to listings classified as "private rooms" or "shared rooms" where there would almost certainly be personal interaction. Preapproval rates were lower for travelers with each type of disability compared to travelers without disabilities whether the listing was for an entire or shared unit, as shown in the tabulations of Table 8 . The rejection rate was significantly higher in shared units than in entire units for travelers with cerebral palsy and spinal cord injury (Table 8 , rows 3, 6, and 9). While this may indicate host discomfort with these stigmatized conditions (Royal and Roberts 1987; Westbrook et al. 1993; Olkin and Howson 1994) , it is also possible that this reflects differences in accessibility across types of lodging. We ran the multinomial probit with a full set of interactions among disability type, shared versus entire unit, and type of lodging.
The first main finding from the probit results in Table 9 is that the negative effects of disabilities on host responses are quite consistent across types of lodging, with all but one test failing to reject the equality of effects across lodging type and entire unit status (rows 10, 20, 30, 40). The second main finding from Table 9 is a higher rejection rate for travelers with cerebral palsy in shared units only in apartments or condominiums (row 16, column 3), and not in houses or other lodging types (rows 13 and 19, column 3). The opposite pattern occurs for travelers with spinal cord injury, where the higher likelihood of rejection in a shared unit is confined to listings for houses (row 33, column 3), and does not appear for apartments/condominiums or other lodging types (rows 35 and 38, column 3). This second finding muddies the story with regard to personal bias or prejudice playing a role, since there is no reason to expect bias to be confined to hosts listing a particular type of lodging. Rather, it may be that the differences found in Table 8 reflect variation in accessibility for shared versus entire units across different types of lodging. The findings nonetheless point to the value of further research on whether disability bias and stigma may lead some hosts to avoid personal interaction with people with disabilities.
ADA coverage
As described earlier, many if not most hosts are probably not covered by the ADA. The ADA regulations cover places of lodging "except for an establishment located within a facility that contains not more than five rooms for rent or hire and that actually is occupied by the proprietor of the establishment as the residence of the proprietor." 25 To test possible effects of ADA coverage, we compared responses of hosts based on whether they listed 6 or more units available on the same weekend (totaling 192 or 5.0% of our sample). We did not find significant differences in responses based on this threshold (results not reported but available), but recognize that this is an imperfect measure since those with 6 or more listings may include: a) those with listings across different facilities, or b) companies that manage listings across several owners.
Regarding ADA coverage of those with fewer than 6 listings, we do not have a measure of whether the unit is owner-occupied so cannot examine likely ADA coverage for those listings.
This is a good topic for further study.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
How much access do travelers with disabilities have to the sharing economy? This study finds that travelers with blindness, cerebral palsy, dwarfism, or spinal cord injury are less likely than travelers without disabilities to find available lodging through Airbnb. The gaps in access do not vary substantially by whether the request was made before or after Airbnb's announcement of a new nondiscrimination policy. While we did not see any immediate change in host responses, it is possible that this new policy will have a greater effect over time.
Unlike the Harvard study that identified racial discrimination among Airbnb hosts, we cannot clearly ascribe the patterns we find here to personal prejudice. While prejudice and discomfort may be a motivating factor behind many of the rejections, a large number of hosts expressed warmth and sympathy to our travelers with disabilities, and a desire to help them find accessible lodging.
Apart from any prejudice or discomfort, physical inaccessibility is a major factor in the patterns we find. For example, there were higher preapproval rates for travelers with dwarfism than for travelers with spinal cord injury, which at least partly reflects that it is generally easier and less costly to accommodate someone with dwarfism (e.g., by supplying stools, or mirrors at lower heights) than to accommodate someone with a spinal cord injury (e.g., often requiring ramps or lifts, and/or wide doorways). Many if not most of the hosts are offering their private owner-occupied dwellings, which are not covered by the ADA and are unlikely to be fully accessible.
Physical inaccessibility may represent a deeper form of discrimination in the built environment, as posited by the social model of disability. This raises the larger issue of whether Internet-based platforms like Airbnb are expanding services in a way that contributes to or even increases the social exclusion of people with disabilities. Airbnb's business model, like that of most peer-to-peer ventures, is not to act like a hotel operator capable of handing down mandates to its subsidiaries. It is instead a platform on which a free network of independent contracting homeowners can connect with customers in need of a place to stay. This structure enables
Airbnb to avoid laws that would apply to other businesses in the hospitality industry.
The issues we raise here are thorny, and there do not appear to be simple solutions. We offer some ideas on how to promote equal access:
• Airbnb should ensure that hosts who are covered by the ADA know and follow the ADA standards.
• Hosts who list their units as "wheelchair accessible" should be required to follow ADA guidelines on accessibility, and it would be valuable to give hosts more information and the opportunity to list their units as meeting other ADA accessibility standards, such as for blindness.
• Enforcement of the new nondiscrimination policy should include specific outreach to travelers who identify as having disabilities to learn about their experiences, and possibly "mystery shoppers" who have been used in hotels to monitor service quality (Ford and Bach 1997; Wilson 1998 ).
• Airbnb should consider on-going partnerships with disability organizations to ensure that the needs of travelers with disabilities are well reflected in their policies, and provide links to disability organizations for these travelers. A set of principles could be developed as has been done with the "Good Work Code" for companies that provide jobs through on-line platforms.
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• There is a need for further research and robust discussion on how the ADA and other public policies can increase lodging options for travelers with disabilities.
While many people benefit from the increased use of platform-based services, public policy and private organizations need to confront this growing gray zone of unregulated activity to preserve the principles of nondiscrimination and equal access for every individual. We hope our findings contribute to creative thought and discussion on how to ensure that people with disabilities are not shut out of the sharing economy. Standard errors in parentheses, adjusted for clustering by state*disability type. All regressions control for variables in Table 2 . Reported p-values are for tests of equality of marginal effects across accessibility status, within disability type. Figures represent average marginal effects of type of disability, relative to no disability, by whether request was before or after policy announcement, based on a multinomial probit regression.
Multinomial probit 1
Standard errors in parentheses, adjusted for clustering by state*disability type. All regressions control for variables in Table 2 .
Reported p-values are for tests of equality of marginal effects before and after policy announcement, within disability type. 
